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December 9, 2014 

 
Marlene Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 

Re: Notice of Oral Ex Parte Presentation; WC Docket Nos. 11-42, 09-197, 
GN Docket No. 14-25 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

On December 5, 2014, John Heitmann and Joshua Guyan of Kelley Drye & Warren 
LLP, on behalf of multiple clients identified below, met with Diane Cornell, Special Counsel to 
Chairman Wheeler and Daudeline Meme from Ms. Cornell’s office.  In February, the Commission 
released a Report on FCC Process Reform, which “seeks to further the goal of having the agency 
operate in the most effective, efficient and transparent way possible” and “reduc[e] backlogs.”1  The 
Commission should apply those goals to the management of the Lifeline program so that Lifeline 
providers have a stable and predictable regulatory environment and can attract investment necessary 
to provide low-income Americans with the modern communications services necessary to connect 
to jobs, healthcare, emergency services and family.    

In the meeting, we discussed the role that the Lifeline Connects Coalition 
(“Coalition”) has played in response to the Commission’s call for industry support in publicly 
defending the Lifeline program and promoting its effectiveness.  The member companies have 
developed and distributed materials to use in support of the program, including Myths v. Facts to 
dispel false rumors regarding the program and testimonials from Lifeline subscribers to highlight 
the stories of real people that rely on these companies and the Lifeline program to provide access to 
employers, potential employers, teachers, doctors, nurses and family while they struggle to improve 

                                                 
1  FCC Seeks Public Comment on Report on Process Reform, GN Docket No. 14-25, Public 

Notice, DA 14-199 at 1 (Feb. 14, 2014). 
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their economic situation.2  Further, these companies joined to form the Lifeline Reform 2.0 
Coalition in June 2013 to file a petition for rulemaking proposing additional business-plan agnostic 
reforms to the Lifeline program,3 which was updated in April 2014.4  The proposed reforms include 
process reforms, such as establishing a “shot clock” time period for review and approval of 
petitions for eligible telecommunications carrier (“ETC”) designation, compliance plans and to 
complete audits.   

We also discussed the commitment these companies and many others that use the 
CGM, LLC platform have made to combating duplicate enrollments in the Lifeline program, both 
within each company and between ETCs.  For example, the companies represented here joined with 
dozens of other ETCs that voluntarily utilized an Inter-company Duplicates Database (“IDD”) 
developed by CGM, LLC that prevented over 375,000 duplicate enrollment attempts and saved the 
Lifeline program an estimated $50 million annually.  These efforts were undertaken before the 
development of the Commission’s National Lifeline Accountability Database (“NLAD”) and the 
IDD blocked inter-company duplicate enrollment attempts while the NLAD was supposed to have 
been operational (since February 2013).  These companies have worked extensively with the 
Wireline Competition Bureau (“Bureau”) and the Universal Service Administrative Company 
(“USAC”) to vet and improve the NLAD (including its identity verification component), including 
by flying in technical advisors from the companies to meet with and assist USAC and its NLAD 
vendor and through CGM’s consistent efforts to educate the Bureau and USAC on its experience 
building and operating a duplicates database. 

The Notices of Apparent Liability and Related Appeals 

The Commission’s rules and orders do not define a “duplicate” for purposes of the 
one-per-household rule, nor do they define a “subscriber” for purposes of determining whether the 
subscriber received more than one Lifeline-supported service.  Notably, when the Bureau has 
provided guidance on what it views to represent a duplicate, it has offered something different on 
no less than four occasions (In-Depth Validation or IDV instructions to USAC, Lifeline Biennial 
Audits initial proposal, NLAD seeding and in a Public Notice requiring the use of all subscriber 
data for detecting duplicates).5  When USAC was asked by CGM on behalf of its clients for the 
                                                 
2  The materials are included as an exhibit.  
3  See Lifeline Reform 2.0 Coalition Petition for Rulemaking, WC Docket Nos. 11-42, 03-109, 

CC Docket No. 96-45 (filed June 28, 2013).  The members of the Lifeline Connects 
Coalition and Lifeline Reform 2.0 Coalition are Telrite Corporation, i-wireless, LLC, Blue 
Jay Wireless, LLC and Global Connection Inc. of America.     

4  See Lifeline Reform 2.0 Ex Parte, WC Docket No. 11-42 (Apr. 14, 2014). 
5  See Wireline Competition Bureau Announces Duty to Query the National Lifeline 

Accountability Database, WC Docket No. 11-42, Public Notice, DA 14-40 (rel. Jan. 14, 
2014) (“NLAD Query Public Notice”). 
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duplicate detection methodology used in the IDVs (which clearly diverged from the definition 
supplied by the Bureau for that purpose), USAC refused to provide it citing purported benefits of 
keeping secret the standard by which ETCs would be judged and pursuant to which the 
Commission has selectively proposed more than $94 million in fines.  This is the antithesis of the 
transparent policymaking sought by the Report on FCC Process Reform.     

Despite the lack of clarity regarding duplicate accounts prior to NLAD 
implementation, the Commission has undertaken a misguided and harmful process of proposing 
multi-million dollar fines against ETCs for failing to eradicate 100 percent of end-user fraud 
allegedly perpetrated in the form of intra-company duplicate enrollments in the Lifeline program.  
How the Commission selected certain ETCs for this treatment and not others remains unknown, 
which weighs on the agency’s credibility.  In addition to several other ETCs arbitrarily chosen, 
Coalition members i-wireless, Telrite, and Global Connection each have received a Notice of 
Apparent Liability (“NAL”).  Each company disputes the allegation of duplicate enrollments, but 
even if every one of the alleged intra-company duplicates were duplicates, the companies would 
have near-perfect track records at protecting the program from such duplicate enrollments – i-
wireless 99.7 percent, Telrite 99.6 percent and Global Connection 99.4 percent.  Other clients, 
including Assist Wireless 99.6% and Easy Wireless 99.4%, have similar near-perfect records at 
guessing what USAC and the Commission (often with no investigation of its own) would call a 
duplicate.   

The Commission and USAC appear to expect perfection in guessing what will be 
deemed to be a duplicate, but these track records at blocking duplicate enrollment attempts are not 
the sign of ETCs that ignore the Commission’s rules or abuse the program by accepting duplicate 
enrollment attempts by end-users.  In fact, if each of our clients were subject to the Improper 
Payments Elimination and Recovery Act of 2010 threshold for government disbursement programs, 
none would be considered to be susceptible to “significant improper payments” because the alleged 
improper payments are less than 1.5 percent.6  Nonetheless, each ETC that has been arbitrarily 
selected to receive an NAL has to expend enormous resources defending itself before the 
Commission and in front of state commissions against allegations that it failed to anticipate 
perfectly those accounts USAC would deem to be duplicates (despite customer attestations and 
subscriber information differences the Commission requires ETCs to consider but so far has 
permitted USAC to ignore).   

The companies are pleased that the NLAD is now “live” for real-time enrollment 
“dips” and is actively screening enrollments for duplicates based on defined fields – exact last 
name, date of birth and last four digits of SSN, but no process can be perfect and perfection should 
not be expected.  USAC has already announced that it has recently “identified subscribers that must 
                                                 
6  See Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery Act of 2010, P.L. 111-204 (Jul. 22, 2010, 

31 U.S.C. §  3321.   
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undergo a duplicate subscriber resolution process to address duplicate enrollments that were not 
resolved during the NLAD migration process.”7  USAC and the Bureau appear to be discovering 
that duplicate detection is a difficult and iterative process, which is all the more reason that ETCs 
should not be held to a standard of perfect compliance with an unknown standard with the risk 
multi-million dollar proposed fines hanging in the balance.   

The NALs have now been pending for approximately one year, as have many IDV 
appeals and USAC continues to apply the unknown duplicate standard in Payment Quality 
Assurance (“PQA”) assessments, which require ETCs to file additional appeals.  This process has 
resulted in confounding results offensive to notions of sound governance, due process, efficiency 
and transparency.  As an example, several ETCs have received NALs for audit findings that had not 
been issued by USAC and several ETCs have received NALs for audit findings that are on appeal 
before the Bureau.  Further, some appeals now have been pending beyond the deadlines set by the 
Commission for acting on them.8  Although i-wireless, Telrite, Assist Wireless, Easy Wireless and 
Global Connection filed requests for review on December 30, 2013 and the 90 day deadline was on 
March 30, 2014, the companies received no notice that the time period for taking action had been 
extended.  We subsequently learned that the period had been extended, but that extended deadline 
has long since passed with no action by the Bureau.   

Compliance Plans and Federal ETC Petitions 

The process issues related to Lifeline extend beyond the enforcement and audit 
contexts.  The Lifeline program and its beneficiaries would be well served by the adoption of an 
improved governance framework.  The database solutions (i.e., the duplicates database that was 
delivered late and the eligibility database that was due by the end of last year and a delivery date 
appears uncertain) that all stakeholders declared essential to preserving the integrity of the Lifeline 
program and reform proposals such as the Lifeline Reform 2.0 Petition are not the only items the 
Commission has permitted to languish.  Federal ETC applications and compliance plan approvals 
have been left pending beyond the point of reasonable expectation.  For the Lifeline program to 
remain viable, and to reach its full potential, all players in the Lifeline ecosystem, including 
regulators, consumers and service providers – must do their part.  While we regularly have praised 
the Commission’s actions, we also have been candidly critical of its missteps and respectfully have 
submitted proposed solutions.  Here, the Coalition submitted a proposal in its April 2014 Lifeline 

                                                 
7  NLAD Bulletin: New Production Duplicate Subscriber Resolution Process (Dec. 1, 2014), 

available at http://www.usac.org/li/tools/news/default.aspx (last visited Dec. 9, 2014). 
8  See 47 C.F.R. § 54.724 (“The Wireline Competition Bureau shall, within ninety (90) days, 

take action in response to a request for review of an Administrator decision that is properly 
before it.  The Wireline Competition Bureau may extend the time period for taking action on 
a request for review of an Administrator decision for a period of up to ninety days.”).   



 

Marlene Dortch, Secretary 
December 9, 2014 
Page Five 

 
 

K E L L E Y  D R Y E  &  W AR R E N  LLP 

Reform 2.0 filing designed to provide a level of governance, accountability and regulatory certainty 
essential to the success of the Lifeline program and its inevitable progression to broadband.9   

The Communications Act charges the states with designating ETCs,10 however, 
several states do not regulate wireless services and do not wish to designate wireless ETCs, so they 
have passed the designation responsibility back to the Commission.11  In addition, the 
Commission’s Lifeline Reform Order granted blanket forbearance from the requirement that ETCs 
provide service using, at least in part, their own facilities, conditioned on approval of a compliance 
plan describing how the ETC (or prospective ETC) would comply with the Commission’s new 
requirements.12     

According to the Commission’s website that tracks Lifeline petitions for ETC 
designation in the federal jurisdiction states and compliance plans, there are 39 federal ETC 
petitions and 57 compliance plans pending with the Bureau for action.13  Many of the federal ETC 
petitions have been pending for years, including Boomerang’s which has been pending since 2010; 
TAG Mobile’s which has been pending since 2011; Telrite’s, Global Connection’s, Blue Jay’s, 
NewPhone’s, LTS of Rocky Mount’s and TX Mobile’s that have been pending since 2012; and 
Assist Wireless’ and Pinnacle Telecommunications Group’s that have been pending since 2013.  
The same can be said with respect to compliance plans with many, including Absolute Home 
Phones, Inc., Aegis Telecom, Inc. Affordable Phone Services, Inc., Assist Wireless, Easy Wireless, 
Global Connection Inc. of America (wireline), Gulf Coast Home Phone Service, Head Start 
Telecom, LTS of Rocky Mount, NewPhone Wireless, Pinnacle Telecommunications Group, TX 
Mobile and others pending since 2012.  The Bureau has not approved a compliance plan since 
December 2012 or a federal ETC petition since August 2012.14  These delays have artificially 
                                                 
9  This transition will require significant private investments in healthy ETCs.  
10  See 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(2).   
11  See 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(6).   
12  See Lifeline and Link Up Reform and Modernization, Lifeline and Link Up, Federal-State 

Joint Board on Universal Service, Advancing Broadband Availability Through Digital 
Literacy Training, WC Docket No. 11-42, WC Docket No. 03-109, CC Docket No. 96-45, 
WC Docket No. 12-23, Report and Order and Further Notice Of Proposed Rulemaking, 
FCC 12-11, ¶368 (Feb. 6, 2012) (“Lifeline Reform Order”).   

13  See http://www.fcc.gov/encyclopedia/lifeline-compliance-plans-etc-petitions (last checked 
Mar. 31, 2014).  It is a near certainty that a number of these filings have been abandoned as 
investors and job creators could not tolerate the regulatory uncertainty created by the 
Commission’s effectively having put on hold these items for as many as four years. 

14  The Bureau did approve the federal ETC designations of a small facilities-based regional 
carrier, Buffalo-Lake Erie Wireless Systems Co., L.L.C. for service in certain areas in New 
York and SI Wireless, LLC a small facilities-based wireless provider in Tennessee on 
November 26, 2014. 
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restricted competition among ETCs for Lifeline customers in all states, but especially in the twelve 
federal jurisdiction states.  Restricting competition reduces the incentive to improve the Lifeline 
benefit for low-income consumers.  The Commission should take prompt and decisive action to 
change course and to let markets and consumers pick winners and losers. 

More recently, the Bureau has announced that any “material” changes to an 
approved compliance plan, including changes in corporate ownership and control, must be pre-
approved by the Bureau.15  A “reminder” that announces new requirements that render null 
language in a better than two-year old FCC order provides ample material for a case study in 
process reform.  With no guidance on what constitutes a material change and no clue as to how long 
the Bureau would take to review and approve such changes, this action provides another striking 
example where the Commission has created and fueled regulatory uncertainty to the detriment of 
willing service providers and the low-income consumers they seek to serve.16 

As the Commission has recognized previously,17 the regulatory certainty created by 
establishing predictable decision timelines is essential to maintenance of adequate investment in the 
markets it oversees and regulates.  For those same reasons and mindful of the need for private 
capital to support the transition of Lifeline to broadband, the Commission should adopt “shot clock” 
deadlines for the Bureau and itself to act on federal ETC petitions and compliance plans.  If no 
action is taken within 90 days of filing a federal ETC petition, it should be automatically granted.  If 
no action is taken within 90 days of filing a compliance plan, it should be automatically approved.  
We are mindful that the Commission has many priorities and finite resources, therefore, consistent 
                                                 
15  See Wireline Competition Bureau Reminds Carriers of Eligible Telecommunications 

Carrier Designation and Compliance Plan Approval Requirements for Receipt of Federal 
Lifeline Universal Service Support, WC Docket Nos. 09-197, 11-42, Public Notice, DA 14-
1052 (rel. July 24, 2014) (“Compliance Plan Change Public Notice”). 

16  Ironically, the Commission’s lack of action on pending ETC applications and compliance 
plans and the nearly inscrutable footnote 1000 and the Compliance Plan Change Public 
Notice have largely blocked industry consolidation.  Footnote 1000 of the Lifeline Reform 
Order states, “In the event there is a change in ownership control of an existing Lifeline-
only ETC that received forbearance of the facilities-based requirement, designated prior to 
December 29, 2011, and that Lifeline-only ETC is acquired by a telecommunications carrier 
that does not meet the definition of a facilities-based carrier under section 214(e)(1)(A), the 
controlling carrier may not rely on the existing Lifeline-only ETC’s compliance plan and 
must submit a compliance plan for Bureau approval….”  Lifeline Reform Order, n. 1000.  
The Compliance Plan Change Public Notice takes that to mean “the approval of a 
compliance plan is limited to the entity, and its ownership, as they are described in the 
compliance plan approved by the Bureau, and any material changes in ownership or control 
require modification of the compliance plan that must be approved by the Bureau in advance 
of the changes.”  Compliance Plan Change Public Notice at 2.   

17  See 47 C.F.R. § 54.724. 
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with the framework of Section 54.724, the Commission should have the ability to extend this 
deadline through public action by up to 90 days. 

Pursuant to Section 1.1206(b) of the Commission’s rules, this letter is being filed 
electronically. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

John J. Heitmann 
Joshua Guyan 
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP 
3050 K Street, NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20007 
(202) 342-8400 
 
Counsel for Absolute Home Phones, Inc.; Aegis 
Telecom, Inc.; Affordable Home Phones, Inc.; 
Assist Wireless, LLC; Blue Jay Wireless, LLC; 
Boomerang Wireless, LLC; Easy Telephone 
Services Company; Express Cash and Phone, 
Inc.; Global Connection Inc. of America; Gulf 
Coast Home Phone Service, Inc.; Head Start 
Telecom, Inc.; i-wireless LLC; LTS Rocky 
Mount; NewPhone Wireless, L.L.C.; Pinnacle 
Telecommunications Group, LLC; TAG 
Mobile, LLC; Telrite Corporation; and TX 
Mobile, LLC. 

 

cc: Diane Cornell 
 Daudeline Meme  



 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 























 

 

 
 

 KELLEY DRY E & W ARREN  L L P  
A LI MIT E D LIA BI LIT Y P ART NER SHI P  

WASHINGTON HARBOUR, SUITE 400 

3050 K STREET, NW 

WASHINGTON, DC 20007 
            

( 2 0 2 )  3 4 2 - 8 4 0 0  

 

 

N E W  Y O R K ,  N Y  

L O S  A N G E L E S ,  C A  

C H I C A G O ,  I L  

S T A M F O R D ,  C T  

P A R S I P P A N Y ,  N J  

           

B R U S S E L S ,  B E L G I U M  

           

A F F I L I A T E  O F F I C E  

M U M B A I ,  I N D I A  

 

F A C S I M I L E  

( 2 0 2 )  3 4 2 - 8 4 5 1  

w w w . k e l l e y d r y e . c o m  

 

J O H N  J .  H E I T M A N N  

E M A I L :  j h e i t m a n n @ k e l l e y d r y e . c o m  

 

November 17, 2014 

 
Marlene Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 

Re: Notice of Lifeline Connects Coalition Oral Ex Parte Presentation;        
WC Docket Nos. 11-42, 09-197 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

On November 13, 2014, Brian Lisle and Susan Berlin of Telrite Corporation, Jeni 
Kues of i-wireless, LLC, Dave Skogen of Global Connection of America Inc., Jaime Palmer and 
Lauren Moxley of Blue Jay Wireless, LLC, Chuck Campbell of CGM, LLC and John Heitmann and 
Joshua Guyan of Kelley Drye & Warren LLP met with Ryan Palmer, Jonathan Lechter, and 
Melanie Tiano of the Wireline Competition Bureau (“Bureau”).  The companies represented are the 
members of the Lifeline Connects Coalition that have joined together to protect and preserve the 
integrity of the Lifeline program by educating and separating myths from facts about the program, 
sharing best practices on compliance and industry self-regulation, and by proposing additional 
reforms dubbed “Lifeline Reform 2.0” to the FCC in a petition for rulemaking filed last year and 
updated in April 2014.1 

In the meeting, we discussed Commissioner Clyburn’s speech2 delivered at an event 
entitled “Reforming Lifeline for the broadband era” at the American Enterprise Institute on 
November 12, 2014.3  The Coalition supports Commissioner Clyburn’s goal of modernizing the 
Lifeline program for the broadband era.  Today’s Lifeline program does not do enough to make 
                                                 
1  See Lifeline Reform 2.0 Ex Parte, WC Docket No. 11-42 at 5-9 (Apr. 14, 2014).   
2  See http://transition.fcc.gov/Daily_Releases/Daily_Business/2014/db1112/DOC-

330453A1.pdf (last visited Nov. 16, 2014). 
3  See http://www.aei.org/events/reforming-lifeline-broadband-era/ (last visited Nov. 16, 

2014). 



 

Marlene Dortch, Secretary 
November 17, 2014 
Page Two 

 
 

K E L L E Y  D R Y E  &  W AR R E N  LLP 

broadband services affordable for low-income Americans.  The speech raises many important 
questions and issues that should be considered as part of a further notice of proposed rulemaking as 
well as in the context of the Communications Act update underway in Congress.   

Among those questions is whether wireless Lifeline eligible telecommunications 
carriers (“ETCs”) can include broadband in their popular “free” or no cost to consumer offerings, 
based on the current $9.25 subsidy.  In exploring this issue, the Commission will have to consider 
the impact proposals will have on program participation by consumers and service providers.  
Wireless ETCs successfully removed a significant barrier to consumers with their “free” service 
offerings and the result was a positive and meaningful increase in program participation.  The 
Commission also must be mindful that a program that favors large providers or those with the most 
expansive retail presence may effectively limit competition and eventually result in less innovation 
and service to consumers. 

The Commission also must assess proposed program administration changes 
carefully in terms of practicality.  In 2012, the Commission acted to take the eligibility 
determination out of the hands of ETCs.4  However, the Commission’s 2012 Lifeline Reform Order 
mandate to develop a national eligibility database remains unrealized nearly a year after it was set 
to be completed.  New proposals, including those that contemplate more complicated interaction 
with other federal benefit programs, should be assessed with this experience in mind.  

New administrative proposals also must be assessed based on their costs.  According 
to the 2013 USAC Annual Report, the percentage of USAC administrative expenses divided by 
total USF program disbursements was 1.29 percent.5  By comparison, the Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program (“SNAP”) utilizes government entities to determine applicant eligibility and 
annual administrative costs are approximately 9 percent (about $7 billion) of benefits paid.6  While 

                                                 
4  See Lifeline and Link Up Reform and Modernization, Lifeline and Link Up, Federal-State 

Joint Board on Universal Service, Advancing Broadband Availability Through Digital 
Literacy Training, WC Docket No. 11-42, WC Docket No. 03-109, CC Docket No. 96-45, 
WC Docket No. 12-23, Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 
12-11, ¶ 403 (rel. Feb. 6, 2012). 

5  See USAC 2013 Annual Report at 5, available at 
http://www.usac.org/about/tools/publications/annual-reports/default.aspx (last visited Nov. 
17, 2014).   

6  See Food and Nutrition Service, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, Program 
Accountability and Administration Division, State Activity Report, Fiscal Year 2013 at 2 
(July 2014), available at http://www.fns.usda.gov/sites/default/files/snap/2013-state-
activity.pdf (last visited Nov. 17, 2014) (showing total issuance of just over $76 billion and 
just under $7 billion in total costs). 
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the administrative costs for the entire USF were $107 million in 2013, administrative costs for 
Lifeline would be $162 million at 9 percent of total disbursements ($1.8 billion in 2013).   

The Commission also must assess the potential impact of coordination with other 
federal benefit programs based on the Lifeline program’s participation rate and overall program 
costs.  Lifeline is dramatically undersubscribed by comparison to many other federal benefits 
programs.  Coordinated enrollment could result in a dramatic increase in program participation and 
corresponding costs.  Because Lifeline is the Commission’s only means-tested USF program, these 
issues require careful consideration.  While it is undesirable to defer broadband funding for certain 
high cost locations and E-rate applicants, it is unacceptable to deny Lifeline service to an eligible 
consumer.  

As part of its Lifeline modernization effort, the Commission should recognize that 
ETCs are a valuable part of the Lifeline ecosystem.  The ETC designation process results in a 
degree of control and accountability that would not be present in a system with service providers 
freed from ETC market entry and oversight requirements.  To achieve greater program 
participation, the Commission can and should streamline its own ETC designation process and set 
guidelines for the states.  Additional actions can be taken to even-out and reduce regulatory burdens 
for ETCs while making sure that markets and consumers pick winners and losers (rather than 
regulators).  Rationalization of the current framework will be an essential element of the Lifeline 
program’s move to broadband.  Businesses require predictability and certainty.  With broadband 
capable smartphones being more costly than the handsets they will replace, the Commission must 
establish a regulatory framework that provides the predictability and certainty necessary for ETCs 
to invest and put broadband capable devices in the hands of consumers.   

The Coalition stands ready to discuss Commissioner Clyburn’s proposals and others 
with the Bureau in any context.  There are many questions to be answered and we applaud 
Commissioner Clyburn for starting the process.  The successful transition of the Lifeline program to 
broadband will require a tremendous focus on the details and collaboration among all stakeholders.   

While moving the Lifeline program to broadband is both exciting and essential, there 
is much unfinished work to be done related to today’s program.  Accordingly, the Coalition 
members also discussed: (1) the efforts of the Lifeline Connects Coalition to protect and defend the 
Lifeline program at the Commission, in the media and on Capitol Hill; (2) the reform proposals of 
the Lifeline Reform 2.0 Coalition, including minimum requirements for state eligibility databases, 
retention of proof of eligibility and a “shot clock” for Bureau and Commission review and approval 
of pending items; (3) matters of importance to the Bureau, or pending or soon to be pending before 
the Bureau, including federal ETC petitions, the Lifeline Notices of Apparent Liability for alleged 
intra-company duplicates, In-Depth Validation appeals, and USAC Payment Quality Assurance 
(“PQA”) appeals; (4) compliance plan modifications and Lifeline industry consolidation under the 
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Bureau’s July Public Notice;7 and (5) support for the TracFone Petition for Rulemaking and for 
Interim Relief proposing to count Lifeline subscriber text messaging as “use” of the Lifeline service 
for purposes of the 60-day non-usage rule,8 as well as counting data usage as “use” pursuant to the 
rules. 

Pursuant to Section 1.1206(b) of the Commission’s rules, this letter is being filed 
electronically. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

John J. Heitmann 
Joshua Guyan 
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP 
3050 K Street, NW 
Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20007 
(202) 342-8400 
 
Counsel for Lifeline Connects Coalition 

 

cc: Ryan Palmer 
 Jonathan Lechter 
 Melanie Tiano  

                                                 
7  See Wireline Competition Bureau Reminds Carriers of Eligible Telecommunications 

Carrier Designation and Compliance Plan Approval Requirements for Receipt of Federal 
Lifeline Universal Service Support, WC Docket Nos. 09-197, 11-42, Public Notice, DA 14-
1052 (rel. July 24, 2014). 

8  See TracFone Petition for Rulemaking and For Interim Relief, WC Docket No. 11-42 (filed 
Oct. 1, 2014). 














